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the illusory notion of causation1. As the critic himself continually uses, and must use, the word 'force,7 and speaks of one body ' acting upon another,' is it clear that he escapes his own censure? He thinks to do so by defining lforce' as 'movement, or tendency to movement;' and by remarking that etwo forces that impress upon a given body the same velocity in the same direction are regarded as identical, however different their origin, be it a contraction of animal muscle, or gravitation towards a centre of attraction, or the impact of a body, or the expansion of an elastic fluid2.' But what is 'tendency to movement ?' Is it a present fact in the body of which you predicate it? and yet not a present movement there? Then it is not a phenomenon so far \ but only something that may turn out a phenomenon by and by; and how is such a present fact in the body conceivable but as a reserved source of motion? and the fact adduced, that we do not care from what origin two forces come which act upon a body in precisely the same way, does not prove that we treat them as without origin at all, and without operation, and simply as movements loose from the next change except in order of time. Instead of the advance of science eliminating the conceptions and language of causation, it has more and more developed and elaborated them, till they have become responsible for nearly the whole framework of modern doctrine; and to translate any recent physical treatise by Clerk Maxwell, or Tait, or Deschanel, with its exposition of Energy conserved and transmuted and dissipated, of attraction, repulsion, induction of currents, and lines of force, into the phraseology of coexistence and succession of phenomena would exhaust the patience, if not baffle the ingenuity, of Comte and Mill themselves. In short, it is precisely in the foremost rank of the 'positive' sciences that we find the most systematic departure from the e positivist' anti-causal doctrine, and the most constant
1 Phil. Pos. II. pp. 246-249. * Ibid. I. p. 544-i i 2